The present study investigated how children learn that some verbs may appear in the figure-locative but not the ground-locative construction (e.g., Lisa poured water into the cup; Ã Lisa poured the cup with water), with some showing the opposite pattern (e.g.,
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The present study investigated how children learn that some verbs may appear in the figure-locative but not the ground-locative construction (e.g., Lisa poured water into the cup; Ã Lisa poured the cup with water), with some showing the opposite pattern (e.g.,
Ã
Bart filled water into the cup; Bart filled the cup with water), and others appearing in both (Lisa sprayed water onto the flowers; Lisa sprayed the flowers with water). Grammatical acceptability judgments were obtained for the use of each of 142 locative verbs (60 for children) in each sentence type. Overall, and for each age group individually, the judgment data were best explained by a model that included ratings of the extent to which each verb exhibits both the broad-and narrow-range semantic properties of the figure-and ground-locative constructions (relating mainly to manner and end-state respectively; Pinker, 1989) and the statistical-learning measure of overall verb frequency (entrenchment; Braine & Brooks, 1995) . A second statistical-learning measure, frequency in each of the two locative constructions (pre-emption; Goldberg, 1995), was found to have no additional dissociable effect. We conclude by drawing together various theoretical proposals to arrive at a possible account of how semantics and statistics interact in the retreat from overgeneralization.
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Introduction
It has been long been recognized that the defining characteristic of human language is speakers' ability to produce novel utterances, (i.e., utterances that have never been encountered in precisely that form) (e.g., Chomsky, 1957) . How children acquire this productivity is therefore a question that lies at the very heart of language acquisition research.
A complicating factor is that many of the potential generalizations suggested by the data to which learners are exposed yield utterances that are deemed ungrammatical by adult native speakers. For example, many verbs that may appear in the figure-locative (or contents-locative) construction (e.g., Lisa sprayed water onto the flowers) may also appear in the ground-locative (or container-locative) construction (e.g., Lisa sprayed the flowers with water). However, a speaker who formed the generalization that all verbs attested in the former construction may also appear in the latter would produce overgeneralization errors for verbs such as pour (e.g., Lisa poured water into the cup; Ã Lisa poured the cup with water). On the other hand, a speaker who was unwilling to generalize any verbs into unattested constructions would not acquire adult-like productivity. Speakers must somehow arrive at exactly the right generalization: Certain verbs attested in only one of the two constructions generalize to the other construction, but many do not.
The question of how speakers acquire this partial, restricted productivity turns out to be an extremely difficult one to answer (see Bowerman, 1988) . One possible answer is that children are conservative and avoid extending verbs into unattested constructions (e.g., Baker, 1979; Berwick & Weinberg, 1984) . In fact, overgeneralization errors such as
